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Abstract

We study the minimax optimal rate for estimating the Wasserstein-1 metric between two
unknown probability measures based on n i.i.d. empirical samples from them. We show that esti-
mating the Wasserstein metric itself between probability measures, is not significantly easier than
estimating the probability measures under the Wasserstein metric. We prove that the minimax
optimal rates for these two problems are multiplicatively equivalent, up to a loglog(n)/log(n)
factor.

1 Introduction

In this note we study the minimax optimal rates for estimating the population Wasserstein metric
between probability measures based on empirical samples. Let u,r be two probability measures
in Q = [0,1]%, and W (u,v) denote the Wasserstein-1 distance between them. Suppose X1, ... X,,
are i.i.d samples from u, and Y7,...,Y, iid from v. We study: the minimax optimal rate for
estimating W (u, v) based on {X;}/2,,{Y;}]_;, for some class of probability measures G of interest

Ninf sup E |T’m,n - W(:uv V)| . (11)
Tm,n 1, VEG
The problem is of importance in both statistics and machine learning, with applications such as
nonparametric two sample testing, evaluation of the transportation cost from one set of samples to

another, and transfer learning. It turns out that using empirical measures fi,,, V, to estimate is a
bad idea. Due to a result by Dudley (1969), even for infinitely smooth G = {Unif(Q2)} and d > 2,

=

sup |W (fim, Un) — W(p,v)| =n~ (1.2)

w,veG
A natural question arises: can one obtain faster rate, for estimating the Wasserstein metric with
other estimators 7, m,n leveraging the regularity of G such as smoothness.

A related yet different problem studied in the current literature is estimating a probability
measure under the Wasserstein metric based on samples (Weed and Bach, 2017; Liang, 2018;
Singh et al., 2018; Weed and Berthet, 2019):

inf supE W (D, v) . (1.3)

Vn veG
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The two problems are close in nature: “estimating the metric itself” is usually an easier problem
than “estimating under the metric.” In fact, the solution of the latter problem fi,,, 7, naturally
induces a plug-in answer to the first, since

E W (fim, ) = W(p,v)| S EW (fim, p) + EW (¥, v) -

However, it is unclear whether such a plug-in estimator is optimal. In fact, it is well-known that
estimating specific functional of density F'(v) is usually strictly easier than estimating the density
v itself. For example, in estimating quadratic functionals of a smooth density vs. estimating under
the quadratic functionals, the plug in approach is strictly sub-optimal where the rates can be much
improved (Bickel and Ritov, 1988; Donoho and Nussbaum, 1990).

In this paper, however, we prove that “estimating the Wasserstein-1 metric”, is not signifi-
cantly easier than “estimating under the Wasserstein-1 metric”. Namely, the plug-in approach is
minimax optimal up to a loglog(n)/log(n) factor

log1 _ B+1 ~
loglognam) "\ =35 < inf sup B [T — W)
log(n A m) Frm €0
B+1
< inf  sup E[W(fm, n) — Wk v)| < (n A m) 7%,

Hm,Vn p,veGg

where Gg contains probability measures with densities in Holder space with smoothness 8 € Rxg.
The result informs us that seeking other forms of estimators for W (u, ) would only improve the
rates logarithmically. The current result is in contrast with that in a forthcoming companion
paper (Liang and Sadhanala, 2019), where we show that “estimating the adversarial losses” is
much easier than “estimating under the adversarial losses”, for a collection of integral probability
metrics.

Remark that studying the Wasserstein metric and optimal transport for probability measures
u, v with regularity condition has been an important topic in mathematics since Cafferalli’s seminal
result on regularity theory (Caffarelli, 1991, 1992). By studying the Monge-Ampére equation,
Cafferalli showed that the Kantorovich potential satisfies specific regularity property, when p, v are
Holder smooth. In this paper, we follow the same Holder smooth conditions on u, v, and study the
statistical optimal rates for estimating W (u,v), based on n-i.i.d samples.

1.1 Preliminaries

Let CP(M) := CIBLB=18I(M) to be Holder space with smoothness 5 € Rxq.
|Df(x) = D*f(y)|

CP(M) = {f:Q—>]R: max sup |D”f| + max sup <M} (1.4)

lal<I8] zet al=i8laryen [z —y[P1F)
where a = [a,...,aq] € N? ranges over multi-indices, and |a| := Zle a;. We only consider the
bounded case with Q = [0,1]%. The class of probability measures of interest is
d
ggz_{,u : jdu—l,ﬂ?O,—MeCﬁ(M)} . (1.5)
Q dr
The Wasserstein-1 metric is defined as
Wi(pu,v) = inf J |z —y|dn (1.6)
mell(pv) Jxxy

where II(u, ) denotes all coupling of probability measures p, v.



2 Optimal Rates for Estimating Wasserstein Metric

Theorem 1 (Minimax Rate). Consider d > 2 and the domain Q = [0,1]%. Given m i.i.d. samples
X1,..., X from u, and n i.i.d. samples from v, then the minimaz optimal rates for estimating
W (u,v) satisfies

B+1

B+1 ~
- (n Am) 26+d 5 inf sup E T — W wyv 5 n Am) 28+d , 2.1
log(n A m) ( ) o el Ton,n (V)] < ( ) (2.1)

log log(n A m)

where the p,v lies in Gg, = 0 as in (1.5) whose densities are -Holder smooth.

Remark 2.1. A few remarks are in order. First, we emphasize that the main technicality is in
deriving the lower bound. We construct two composite/fuzzy hypotheses using delicate priors with
matching log(n A m) moments. However, the Wasserstein metric to estimate differs sufficiently
under the null vs. under the alternative. Then we calculate the total variation metric directly on
the posterior of data defined by the composite hypothesis, using a telescoping technique.

Second, as direct corollary, the following extension hold true. Suppose p € Gg, and v € Gg,,
then define 8 := 81 A [a,

loglog(n A m) 541 ~ 541

-(n Am) 28+d < inf sup  E|Tman—W(w,v)| S (nAm) 26+d | 2.2
log(n ~ 1) ( ) T T — W, v)| < ( ) (2.2)

A further direct implication is: when estimating the cost to transport a known measure u ~
Unif([0,1]¢) to an unknown v based on Yi,...,Y,, the result follows from setting #; = oo and
m = o0.

2.1 Proof of the Lower Bound

Without loss of generality, consider m > n. In the lower bound construction, we make use of the
multi-resolution analysis. Denote Bqﬁ P as the Besov space (Tribel, 1980; Donoho et al., 1996) with
smoothness 5 € R>g, and 1 < p,q < o0,

1
24 1 0 24 1 7\ /1

o0
By (M) = < f(@) = 3 2, Ouhela) | 2, | @92 10w)F | | <M, with s =
j=0 k=0 j=0 k=0

+

SH e
N —

where hji(z),z € [0, 1] is the wavelet basis. First, let us review some basic results on function
spaces based on Tribel (1980); Donoho et al. (1996).

Proposition 2.1. Under reqularity conditions, the following equivalence holds between Besov space
and Hdélder space

BS:® — CP for B¢ N (2.3)

In particular, when 5 =1, B};O’oo D Lip 2 B%’OO.

| =



Step 1: reduction to Besov space norm. Write f;;, := (f, hji), and w;j, := {dp/dx, hji), v =
{dv/dx,vj},), we define the following integral probability metric as a surrogate

dgyr(pov) = su | [ fa— | sav]
feBy?

24 1
= sup |0 D firlugr — v

feBy? 520 k=0

= sup | 2 1ol — vl |

feByY >0
di 1+l_l —di l_;,_l_l
= sup | DI 7D =
€Bq™ j>0
1/q 1/gs

vyl 1 q Cyi11 &
Iy [(2‘*)3*2 Pfj-llp] v [(2%*2 puj.—vj.np*]

j=0 Jj=0

Take p = ¢ = o (in this case p, = g, = 1), we know

27 —1
Ay (1) = 2, (270)E 3 Y fugp — v
§=0 k=0
Take p = o0, ¢ = 1, we know
o 27 -1
ey (1, v) = max(29) 373 3 fug — vy,
. =0 k=0

Now the problem is related to estimation of weighted sum of £; norm of the wavelet coefficients of
the densities, in the following multiplicative sense

dgyo (p,v) < W (p,v) < dgyeo (p,v) (2.4)

However, multiplicative equivalence is not enough for estimating W (u,rv). In our lower bound
construction, we will show that for the hard instances of interest, equality holds.

Step 2: composite hypothesis testing. Next we are going to construct two priors on v such
that

E W(uv)— E W 2.5
|E W)= E Wikv) (2.5)

are large, while one can not distinguish the following two distributions

[0

i=1

po(Y1,...Yn) = E

v~Py

, (V1,...Y,) = E (2.6)




Here Py, Py are two prior distributions on v. Consider u to be the same distribution under the null

Hy and the alternative H;. Set
logn
- = 1. 2.7
loglogn’ g 27)
The choice will be clear in the later part of the proof. The prior construction is inspired from
Lepski et al. (1999), where we borrow the following result.

Proposition 2.2. For any given positive integer K and T € Rsq, there exists two symmetric
probability measures qy and q1 on [—7,7T] such that

j tho(dt)zj tq(dt), 1=0,1,...,2K; (2.8)

T T
f g1 (dt) —j tlgo(dt) = 26 - K. (2.9)
-7 —T
where Kk is some constant depending on K only.
Now let’s construct Py and P; as follows. Take p ~ Unif([0,1]¢). Choose J € Nsq such that
1
247 — nTF287d | first we are going to embed a parametrized class of densities into C?

247 —1
% — (@) + % kz_o Orhn(x) (2.10)
with 0y, € [—7, 7] for all k.

We will now show that the construction lies inside the measure class vy € Gg. First observe
that for wavelet basis that satisfy the regularity condition {hjrdp = 0, we have SQ vpdr = 1 and
dvg/dx = 1 — /2% /n > 0. Hence it is a valid probability measure. Let’s then verify dvy/dx €
Bf ® < CP lies in the Holder space. This follows since

— 10| < 2¢)" (G, vk (2.11)

For any v > 0

2471
yp1 1
dgyen (s vg) 1= () d 2 —= 3 |6y
™ =0
247 —1
@ )ia(eM) @D Y o,
k=0
s 1 281
0l
= (27%) 5d7 Z |0k |
k=0
It is easy to verify that
_ _ Bty 1
dgy (1, v9) = (2 Wy~ a7 Z |0k| = dgy. (1, vo)
ke[247]
Therefore we must have for any ¢ > 1, take v =1
gyt 1
W, vg) = dB;,ooOJ,,V@) = (27 57 Z |0 |.
ke[247]



Step 3: polynomials and matching moments. Recall the collection of measures Sy = {vp :
0p ~ qo i.i.d. for k € [2%7]}, and Py can be viewed as an uniform prior over this set Sy. Similar
construction for P; via ¢;. Remark that due to the separation of support for wavelets, we have

dJ
dV@ 2 1
= = 1 /2 . 2.12
T IQ( + O0pn” hy(x)) (2.12)
Therefore we know
n d n 247
v, _
po(Yi,....Y,) = E Hd—%) = HH(Hekn Y2h (V7)) (2.13)
0 q®2dJ =1 x z= k=1
247 p
= HH (1 + Oxn ™ 2h 1 (Y7)) (2.14)
O~ ®2‘“ k=11
2dJ n
= H E [[(+6mn hy(v)) . (2.15)
9k 90 ;7

Let’s analyze the polynomial in 0 (and hjx(Y;)) with degree at most n

FOrs hje (Y1), (V) o= [ (1 + 6 Jk( )) (2.16)
i=1 Vi
. i 0! Zi1<...<il hak(Yi,) - - th?(}/il) (2.17)
- k nl/2 :
=0
& HY (YY)
= >0} s (2.18)
=0
where Hyi)((Yl,...,Yn) a sum of monomial of order [, i.e., (7) terms with each of the form

hyk(Yi,) ... hyr(Y;,). Denote fISK] f[>K] o denote the corresponding truncated polynomial ac-
cording to degree.
In this convenient notation, we know

poVi,.. V) = [ E fOkha(M), ... koY) (2.19)
ke[2‘”] Gk ~qo

Later, we shall use the following properties of the polynomial f of degree at most n.

vek, o f(@k;hjk(yl),...,th(yn))dyl ...dyn =1 (2.20)
y mn

And the following property according to gg and ¢; constructed in Proposition 2.2: Yyi,...,yn

E fOrhse(yi), - ha(yn) — B fOrhi), ... hae(yn))

O ~q1 0r~qo

- j[ TG han(an). - k(o)) s~ a0)(08)

6



Step 4: total variation and telescoping.

1

TV (p1,po) := 5 L@ P11, ) — P01, - )|y - dyn

2
1

- §f H Eoynqr f (O th<y®n)) - H E f(O th(y®”)) dyy ... dyy
yer ke[247] ke[247] 0r~qo0

Claim the following telescoping lemma holds. The proof can be done through induction.

Proposition 2.3. For all a;,b; = 0,

L] en— [T bel< D) lai=bil- [ b [] a - (2.21)

ke [1,N] ke[1,N] i€[1,N] ke[1,i) ke(i,N]|
Define
ar (k1) - hak(n)) = Egyeg f Ok R (y®™)) (2.22)
k(i (y1), - - hak(Un)) := Egyego f (Or; i (y®™)) (2.23)

Using the the above telescoping proposition, we have

V(pi.po) < ) j|ak_bk| H b || awdy®™ (2.24)

ke[247] k) k’e(k,N]
= ) E E  lak(hse(¥1), - hue(Ya)) = br(hg(Ya), - hk(Y))]
kE[Qd‘]] Gk/~q07k E[l,kil)] Yl,--anNVeik
0 ~q1,k"e(k,2%7]
(2.25)
Let’s analyze the term
E |ak(th(Y1)7 s 7th(Yn)) - bk(th(Yi)7 cee 7th(Yn))|
Yl,...,Yn~V97k
where Y7,...Y, i.i.d. sampled from a measure
dvg k/dﬂj‘ =1+— Z ek’th’ . (226)

k’;ék

Note that vy_, agrees with the uniform measure p on the domain associated with h i (z). Due to
the separation of support for wavelet basis, we know the random variables

hyk(Yi) (2.27)
are only determined by vy _, restricted to the domain of h . Hence for Yi,...,Y, ~vg_,,
E lag(Pyk(Y1), - s har(Yn)) — bk (huk(Y1), - - i (Ya))
Y17~~~7)/’!L~V07k
= E  |ag(hye(Y1), . hyp(Ya)) — bi(hyk (Y1), - - - hu(Ya))]
Yly--w)/nwli



Now one can directly bound the TV metric between the complex sum-product distribution py and
p1 defined in (2.13),

2dJ

QTV(pl,pQ) < Z . :E})/ |ak(th(Y1),...,th(Yn))—bk(th(Yl),...,th(Yn)ﬂ (2.28)
1 Yl dnp

2dJ

_ZJ

Step 5: {5 bound. In this section, we are going to bound, for a fixed k, the following expression
using the properties of the ¢; and ¢¢ constructed with matching moments up to 2K,

J

First, observe the o bound

E fOr;hpn®)— E 0 hy@®)|dyr ... dyn. (2.29)

Op~q1 0r~qo

E f(Or:hn@®) — E f(Ok:ha(y®))

Ox~q1 Or~qo

dy1 e dyn

1/2
f|91 — goldp < (f(gl - 92)2du> (2.30)
Let’s bound the #5 form
2
f(e ]E}q F(Ors Py (y®™)) _9]31 f(Ok;th(y@)"))) dyi ... dyy (2.31)
= ff(H; hae(® ) O e (y®")dy®" + B jf(ws hae(W®™) f (@5 B (y®™)) dy®"
0,0’ ~q1 w,w’ ~qo
2 | 76 s P
9~¢117W~q0

Note now each f(6x; hyr(y®™) f(0'; hyi(y®")) for fixed 0,0’ takes the following product form

FOr; hye (YN (O g (y®™)) = ﬁ <1 +(0+ 9/)th/(;i) n %lhgkyfi))
i=1

and

jf(e; ha(y®) (O har(y®)dy®" = <1 + WM)

= <1 + 66/1> :
n



Therefore we have for (2.31)

1\" 1\"
<1 + 69'—) + E (1 + ww'—> -2 E
n w,w’~qo n 0~q1,w0~qo0

[n/2] (n)
= Z( E [(00)"]+ E [(@)*]-2 E [(HW)%]>L

21
-1 \f¥~a w,w'~qo 0~q1,w~qo n

f (( (6% ) (qﬁg[@m]y B 2qE1[egl]£[ezz]> %

231)= E
0.0'~q1

Recall the crucial property that for all [ < K, we know

2 2
E [0]= E [0*] = <E[92l]> + <qE[92l]> —2E[0*E[6*] =0

O~q1 0~qo q1 q1 q0

therefore the above summation equals

[n/2] n
(2.31) = Z ((F[gm])z + (F[em])z B 2E[92l]E[92l]> 512_5?

I=K+1 a @
[n/2]
1
< Y
2
AK
< 4@ exp(7‘4)

E fOkhu@®)— E fOrhu@®)|dy: ... dy,

Assemble the two bounds, we have
Or~q1 0r~qo
2K

J

4
< 2W exp(7°/2)

Step 6: combine all pieces. Now continuing (2.28), we have

2dJ
2TV(p1,po) < Y, B lan(hur(Y1), . hye(Ya)) = be(har(Y1), - - hue (V)]
k= 1Y17~~~7)/7L~/1/
2dJ
—Zf B fOuhn@®) = E 1O hn@®) dys . dyn

Op~q1 Or~qo

dJ 2K ,

< 2% . 2———ex 2) < exp(clogn — Klog K
o1 p(7°/2) p(clog g K)

Therefore by taking K = glolgoﬁ)g —, we know

2TV(p1,po) n_s Clogn < nfc/2

(o)

(2.32)

(2.33)

(2.34)

(2.35)

(2.36)

(2.37)

(2.38)



We know by construction of the composite hypothesis
| E ng’OO (Maye) - E ng'w (M7V€)|

veg~Po vo~P1

B+~ 1 1
— (27" — ol | — — 0
( ) E 2dJ Z | k‘ VGPP 2dJ Z ‘ k‘

vg~Po

ke[247] ! ke[247]
_ Bty
=n | E [|0]] - E [[6]]
~qo O0~q1
Bty

> n 2 2k K it = n” 3574 710g log(n)
log(n)

Therefore we have for any functional of 6, for any estimator based on n-i.i.d. samples
sup E |T,—F(8)| > E E|T, — F(9)]
17} Dp~0 GNQO
> E E |I,— E F(0)|-4
0~Qo P g 6~Qo O = b,

where 0¢, := Eo~qQ, | Eo~q, F'(#) — Fy|. Here Qg is some prior distribution on 6. Repeat the same
argument for ()1, and by Le Cam’s argument on two composite hypothesis

i 1 ; . Sy + 0
supE [T, — F(0)| > —< E E |[I,- E FO|+ E E [I,- E F(G)\) 2% T 0
Vo 2\ 0~Qo Dy~0 0~Qo 0~Q1 Dp~0 0~Q1 2

1 . . 0Q, + 0
—§< E |I,- E FO|+ E |T,- E F(9)|>_M

Dpn~po 6~Qo Dp~p1 0~ 2

> [Bo-an FO) B FON (1) 4 pyr = 0)) - 20 01
> | Eo~q, F(0) 4— Eo~q, F(9)] J 2o(¥®™) A p1(y®)dy®" — Qo —; 0Q,
_ [ Eoqo F() . Eov0i PO ) o (po.pn) — 22 -2F 0,

where p;(y®") = { Pr(y®"0)Q;(df), for i = 0,1. Here the test T = 1 if and only if 7, is closer to
E¢~q, F(6). In our case, for any ¢ > 1

g BHL 1
F(0) := W(p,v) = dgro(p, 1) = (2 W 5a7 D1 16kl
ke[247]
then
EFH—EFHZ Ed,oo ,V—Edl,oo , Y
B FO) = B FOI=| E dg=(nve)= E_ dgro(pv5)l
— gL log log(n)
-~ log(n)
1 —drv(po,p1) = 1 —n"%2
00, + 00, - n,% 1 P log log(n)
2 ~ \/2dJ log(n)

10



Therefore we have

5 _n logl
inf sup B|Th — W (,v)| = n %5 . loglog(n)
T veCh log(n)

(2.39)

2.2 Proof of the Upper Bound

The upper bound can be obtained through similar derivations as in Liang (2018); Singh et al.
(2018); Weed and Berthet (2019). We include here for completeness.
The estimator is of the plug-in form, with

W (9 == sup | | fai ~ [ o] (2.40)
feLip(1)

where [i,,, and 7, are smoothed empirical measures based on truncation on Wavelets. It is clear
that

WG 9) = W) < sup | [ fai— [ g+ sup |ffdun [rat. ean

feLip(1) feLip(1

Now let’s bound sup fer,ip(1) |§ fdv, — § fdv| via expanding under the Wavelet basis. Denote
Elhjr] == 1/n Y0 hin(Y7), the smoothed empirical estimate 7, is defined

J 241

d””' Y8 . (2.42)

§j=0 k=0

dj
Expand f(z) = Y20 Yo ' fikhjr(x), we have

sup | ffdl/n ffdy| sup | | fdv, — ffdz/\

feLip(1 feBL®
J 241 2di 1
zsup\Zijk []k]|+ SuP|ZngkE ]k
feBL® j>0 k=0 feBL® j>J k=0
For the first term, since f € B¥™ = Vj, k, | fik] < (Z_djﬁ*%
J 241 J . 2dJ 1
E swp | Y. ) fir(Blhi] — Elhp)) < D@9tz ) E[E[h] — Elhsl
feBL” >0 k=0 >0 k=0
J L 2di 1
< Y. @ atz Y (B|E[hjr] — E[h])"?
= k=0
B YTV W T
~ — n n

for d = 2

11



For the second term, recall Ey ~,[hjr(Y)] = {dv/dx, hjk) =: vj;. Due to the fact that

dvjdz e CP e BE™ = Vi k, |vjl < (24)7+3 2.43)
FeBL? =ik, |ful < (2 ¥)ats (2.44)
241 —1 24 —1
E sup | Z Z f]kE ik | =E Sup | Z Z f]kvgk|
€Bx” j>J k=0 €BY™ j>J k=0
241 —1
<Y X @ity
i>J k=0
< @)%
Balancing the two terms, we have
1
sup sup \dez/n - dez/\ < —(26”)%7é + (2dJ)*% (2.45)
veGg feLlp(l \/ﬁ
=n 26+d with 207 = p#ET (2.46)
Put everything together, we know
~ o~ _ Bt
E W (fim, ) — W, v)| < (n A m) 25+, (2.47)
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